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In response to the Examiner's Answer mailed January 4, 2006, ihc Appellants 
siuVnil the following reply Tor consideration. 
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In the interest of facilitating Appellate review, the Appellants will respond to (he 
issues addressed by the Examiner in the order and format presented in the Examiner's 
Answer. 

The: Examiner lists six main arguments in the Answer (Answer, pages 10-11), 
Willi respect to Argument number 1 , the Examiner states that Aycock teaches a survey 
form. The Examiner asserts that "a survey form is nothing more than a document 
soliciting some type of information" and that the supplier self-evaluation system of 
Aycock may be construed as a survey form as it solicits suppliers to answer questions 
about themselves, citing Figure 6 and col, 12, lines 1-6 in support. The Appellants 
respectfully submit that the Examiner has erred in her application of the portions of 
Aycock as teaching a survey form. Column 12, lines 1-6 stale, "an interactive sclf- 
evaluation f is performed) in preparation for responding to an REP/RFQ by generating a 
series of questions for the supplier." As recited in the Appellants' claims, and fully 
supported in the Appellants' specification, a survey is simply a means for providing an 
or^anr/ation with informalion that docs not necessarily precipitate a RFP/RFQ, as is the 
case with Aycock (support may he found on page 10 of Appellants* specification which 
states, "[ A'Jcccss to Iho technology surveys database is initiated when a supplier 
representative has new information that he would like to share with the organization 
(step 800)" (emphasis added). 

With respect to Argument number 2, the Examiner slates that Aycock discloses 
providing the first enterprise system (supplier) with access to a survey form stored in a 
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database thai is replicated at the second enterprise system, citing reasons presented on 
page 12 of the Examiner's Answer. With respect to Argument number 3, the Examiner 
stales that Aycock teaches a specific entity requesting an evaluation form, citing reasons 
piesented on pose 12 oHhc Examiner's Answer With respect to Argument number 4, 
the Examiner states that Aycock leaches storing Ihe response data in one of draa mode 
and final mode, citing reasons presented on page 13 of the Examiner's Answer. The 
Hxaminer further cites column 3, line 62-coIumn 4, line 6; column 10, lines 55-67; 
column II, lines 1-9; column 1 Kline 51 -column 12, line 16; Figure 2; column 13, lines 
55-61 and Figure 3 of Aycock as allegedly leaching those features. 

The Examiner's argument regarding the teachings of Aycock with respect to 
downloading/uploading forms between localions as being comparable to the database 
replication, access, and updating features recited in the Appellants' claims is in error, As 
slated on page 13 of the Appellants 1 Appeal Brief (dated October 17, 2005), downloading 
data, a file, or document is not equivalent to database replication (emphasis added). 
Database replication is a process that allows multiple copies of a database to be provided 
on different servers, whereas the process ofdownloading and uploading relates to the 
transmission of a II lo or document. Thus, a "database" is not synonymous with a 
"document" <i.c„ supplier responses). Nor is "downloading" equivalent to "replication." 
While (he end result or both processes (i.e., database replication and document 
downloading/uploading) may provide a database that is updated with information as 
suggested by the Examiner, the fact remains thai the particular aforementioned features as 
recited in lh<? Appellants claims arc neither taught, nor suggested, by the Aycock 
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reference. 

Moreover, as recited in the Appellants' claims, the supplier at the first enterprise 
system is provided vvitii access to a survey form that resides within a replicated database 
lh:it is maintained at Ihc second enterprise system (i.e., is not at the supplier location). 
Thus, at no time docs the survey form, entered dala, or other supplier-provided 
information reside on the supplier's system, which is contrary to the teachings or Aycock. 
In faul, Ihc very nature of downloading a document necessitates that the document reside 
on the local device, or device performing ihc download. This distinction becomes 
particularly relevant upon consideration of the Appellants' claimed features "the updating 
including storing (lie response data in one of a draft mode and a final mode designated by 
Ihc first enterprise system." Because the survey forms of the Appellants claims always 
reside on the network system of Hie second enterprise system (either at the replicated 
database or the updated database), they arc accessible lo die second enterprise system 
(i.e., (he host system enterprise). Without the capability to allow the supplier lo 
di n'ercnlialc: between saving a form in a draft mode or a final mode, there would be no 
mechanism by which the second enterprise system could know whether ihe saved survey 
form is a draft (i.e., not ready for processing by the second enterprise) or a final survey, 
since all surveys arc stored in the replicated database at the second enterprise system and, 
as such, are accessible to the second enterprise system. 

Tho iixamincr states that Aycock teaches an RFP/RFQ that is saved in draft form, 
citing column 13, linos 55-61. However, this portion of Aycock teaches that a previously 
saved Rh'JVKFQ may be edited whereby "the supplier self-evaluation system 
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automatically loads llic stored answer in slep 124 and prompts the supplier wlieLhcr the 
answer should be accepted or rejected." If the Examiner is suggesting that a previously 
stored, hut incomplete RFP/R1-Q is synonymous with the draft mode recited in the 
Appellants' claims, then this interpretation is in error. For example, while the evaluation 
system of Aycoek may leach a mechanism by which a previously stored, but incomplete, 
RFP/RI'Q may be handled, there is no teaching in Aycoek how a fully-completed 
Rl-'P/RFQ that is not considered to be final may bo handled; i.e., according to the 
teachings of Aycoek, if a RFP/Rl-Q is completed, that is, all answers arc complete, then 
the supplier uploads the completed form to the system. As taught by Aycoek, once the 
Rl-T/RPQ is uploaded, it is stored in a vendor database for analysis (column 1 1, lines 1- 
9). Thus, there is no distinction between a form saved in draft mode or a form saved in 
final mode at the time the form is uploaded to the main processing system 68. As 
indicated above, the ability for the supplier system to store the form in either mode is 
significant, particularly when considering that the forms are created and maintained at the 
second enterprise system through database replication and never reside at the supplier 
system. In this manner, the supplier is able to specify, via draft versus final mode 
indicators, whether the form is ready to be processed by the second enterprise system. 

With respect to Argument number 6, the Examiner stales that Aycoek teaches a 
request to select a survey type from a list of survey type options, citing column 9, lines 
13-20; column 10, line 55-colunm 1 1, line 9. However, these portions of Aycoek do nol 
address a request from a supplier to select a survey type from a lisl of survey type options, 
but rather make general reference to the ability of supplier to obtain information from the 
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sy&letn databases (e.g., RFP/RFQ processes and standards referenced as provided in 
column 9, linos 1347, ami to receive information on existing vendor performance reports 
or product updates, as well as download specifications as provided in column 10, lines 
6?,«66). Thus, the Examiner's claim that Aycock teaches a request to select a survey type 
from a list of survey type options is in error, 

In Addition U> die Examiner's response to the Appellants' arguments provided 
with respect 1o the independent claims in the Appeal Brief, the Examiner, in her Answer, 
has summarily dismissed each of die Appellants arguments presented with respect to the 
dependent claims as allegedly being "spurious" arguments amounting to a general 
allegation (hat the claims define a patentable invention without specifically pointing out 
how the language of the claims patcntahly distinguish them from the references (see page 
1 1, Answer). The Appellants respectfully submit that the Examiner has erred in failing to 
supply responses to Appellants arguments made in the Appeal Brief. By way of example, 
claim 14 provides arguments in support of Appellants' contention that Aycock does not 
leach an extranet as suggested by the Examiner. The Examiner, in the Final Office 
Action asserted that Aycock teaches an Extranet, citing column 10, lines 17-23 and 
Figure 2 in support. In the Appeal Brief, the Appellants argued that Aycock does not 
leach or even remotely suggest an extranet, but rather teaches nothing more than a 
communication network 72. In the Appeal Brief, the Appellants directed the Examiner's 
attention d> the system illustrated in Figure 2 and related description. However, the 
Examiner's Answer fails to address or provide a response to this argument. 

YOIWUWOS03USI 



PAGE 8/9*RCVDAT »06 2:28:21 PM [Eastern Standard Time]' SVR:USPTO€FXRF-2/18 1 DHB:2738300 1 CSID:86028601 15 1 DURATION (mm-ss):0240 



MAR-06-2006 HON 03:45 PM CANTOR COLBURN LLP FAX NO. 8602860115 P. 09 



cpNf;:jA)Sio.N 

In view of the foregoing, il is urged thai the .final rejection of claims 40-71 bo 
overturned. The final rcjeclion is in error and should be reversed. The fee set forth in 37 
CFR 41 .20(b)(2) is enclosed herewith, inhere arc any additional charges with respect to 
lids Reply Brief, or otherwise, please charge them to Deposit Account No. 50-0510. 

Respectfully submitted, 

ROBERT D, HAYJiS, ET AT. 
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